
 
 
ACCET 

December 22, 2017  VIA EMAIL  

 (ewilliamsknight@studygroup.com) 

 

Dr. Emily Williams Knight, Managing Director 

Study Group: Higher Education North America 

330 7th Ave, 2nd Floor 

New York, NY 10001 
 

Re: Interim Report Reviewed; 

Interim Report Required; 

Institutional Show Cause Continued 

ACCET ID #1443 

 

Dear Dr. Williams Knight: 

 

At its December 2017 meeting, the Accrediting Commission of the Accrediting Council for 

Continuing Education & Training (ACCET) reviewed the institution’s interim report (dated October 

25, 2017) submitted in response to the August 28, 2017 Commission Action letter, resulting from its 

original review of the Quality Assurance Visit report/response (visit conducted June 6, 2017) at its 

August 2017 meeting.  The Commission’s August 2017 action issued an Institutional Show Cause 

directive based on the institution’s continuing pattern of non-compliance related to institutional 

control of policy and procedures relative to ACCET standards, policies, and  practices, extended the 

institution’s grant of accreditation until further review at the December 2017 meeting, and directed 

the institution to submit an interim report relative to Standard II-A: Governance, Standard II-B: 

Institutional Management, Standard III-B: Financial Procedures; Standard VIII-B: Attendance; and 

Standard VIII:C – Satisfactory Academic Progress.   

 

Upon its review at the December 2017 meeting, the Commission voted to continue the Institutional 

Show Cause directive based on the institution’s ongoing inability to demonstrate institutional control 

of policy and procedures relative to ACCET standards, and extended the institution’s accredited status 

until April 15, 2018, pending review of additional information at the April 2018 meeting.  Toward 

that end, the Commission directed the institution to submit an interim report to include the following 

specific items: 

 

1. Standard II-A: Governance 

 

The team report indicated that the institution was marketing and advertising a new branch 

campus located at Texas A&M – Corpus Christi (TAMUCC), that this site was not approved 

by ACCET, and that there was no record of an application or any other documentation 

provided for ACCET’s review.  The Commission’s August 2017 action directed the 
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institution to submit an application for a new branch campus at this location and to remove all 

marketing and advertising related to Texas A&M.   

 

The institution indicated in its response to the team report that the marketing and advertising 

of the Corpus Christi site was done in error and that the appropriate application and 

supporting documentation was in process, with an expected completion date of July 28, 2017.  

However, no application was received.  In its interim report, the institution indicated that, 

further to the institution’s final agreement with TAMUCC and contrary to its assertions in its 

response to the team report, the pathway program at the Corpus Christi campus was now 

being presented exclusively as TAMUCC’s pathway program.  However, a review of the Study 

Group website indicated that the institution was still advertising this location.  In addition, 

the institution also advertises the following unapproved or inactive locations: Baylor 

University, Texas (unapproved); Lipscomb University, Tennessee (unapproved); The City 

College of New York (unapproved); Long Island University, Brooklyn, New York 

(unapproved); Long Island University, Post (unapproved); Oglethorpe University (inactive); 

and the University of Vermont (unapproved).  The institution also advertises a location at 

Merrimack College.  A branch application for this location was reverted to the institution for 

further information in February 2016, with no further action taken by the institution since that 

time. 

 

The Commission further observed from its review of attendance records submitted in its 

interim report for students T. Li, X. Xia, and S. Zhou that these students were studying only 

two days per week, while a fourth student, Y. Huang “did not have any EAP classes in his 

final semester, and therefore no documented daily attendance.”  Therefore, the Commission 

questioned whether this attendance and corresponding course content aligned with the 

institution’s approved International Year One programs, which provide for 20, 15, 10, and 

five clock hours per week, and/or complied with SEVP Policy Guidance regarding Pathway 

Programs for Reasons of English Proficiency.   

 

Therefore, the institution is directed to provide a narrative update and supporting 

documentation related to this issue, to include the following: (a) the status related to the 

applications for new branch campuses for the Texas A&M – Corpus Christi and 

Merrimack locations; and (b) the removal of all marketing and advertising materials 

from the institution’s website regarding all unapproved or inactive locations.  The 

institution is reminded that ACCET Document 26 – Policy on Additional Locations and 

Changes of Locations strictly prohibits the marketing, advertising and enrolling of 

students prior to receipt of interim approval.  The institution is to include supporting 

documentation that clearly demonstrates the removal of all marketing and advertising 

references to unapproved and inactive locations.  The institution is further reminded 

that ACCET, as an  institutional accrediting agency, accredits entire organizations, not 

selected sites or programs.   

 

The institution is also directed to submit a narrative update with supporting 

documentation to evidence that its programs align with weekly and total clock hours 
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approved by ACCET and that the institution’s pathway program complies with SEVP 

Policy Guidance S7.2: Pathway Programs for Reasons of English Proficiency (October 

29, 2016). 

 

2. Standard II:B – Institutional Management 

 

The team report indicated that, in a number of key policy areas, including its cancellation and 

refund policy, notably for students enrolled at James Madison University (JMU) as well as in 

the areas of student attendance and satisfactory academic progress, the institution did not 

demonstrate that it was able to establish and implement policy and procedures independent of 

its host institutions.  The Commission’s August 2017 action directed the institution to provide 

a narrative response and supporting documentation to demonstrate, to the satisfaction of the 

Accrediting Commission, the institution’s control over the development and implementation 

of written policy and procedures that are compliant with the requirements of ACCET’s 

Standards of Accreditation and corresponding policy documents.   

 

In its response to the team report, the institution limited its response to the Commission’s 

concerns regarding cancellation and refund policy at JMU, and indicated that students 

enrolled at this campus were enrolled by JMU and were not Study Group Students.  However, 

in its interim report, also limited to the Commission’s concerns regarding cancellation and 

refund policy at JMU and contrary to its assertions in the response to the team report, the 

institution submitted a Study Group cancellation and refund policy.  The institution did not 

clearly indicate, as directed, that this policy is uniformly implemented throughout all Study 

Group locations independent of the host institutions.  In its interim report, the institution 

additionally indicated that its agreement with Texas A&M University-Corpus Christi “gives 

all academic oversight and operational control of the program to the university.” 

 

In its issuance of an Institutional Show Cause directive, the Commission noted that these 

fundamental concerns of governance and control over operations originally caused 

significant delays in the institution’s initial grant of accreditation, and that the apparent 

regression to policy concerns that had been resolved regarding the institution’s ability to 

maintain compliance with the requirements of ACCET’s Standards of Accreditation was of 

substantial concern.   

 

Therefore, the institution is directed to provide a narrative update and supporting 

documentation on these issues, to include: (a) Study Group policy and procedures 

pertinent to all standards of accreditation to demonstrate that the institution develops 

and effectively implements policies with an organizational framework that is 

independent of its host institutions; and (b) copies of all Forms I-17 under which Forms 

I-20 – Certificate of Eligibility for Nonimmigrant Student Status are issued for all of the 

institution’s locations.  The institution is expressly directed to address these overall 

institutional management concerns independently of the specific concerns regarding 

Standard III.B – Financial Procedures, Standard VIII.B – Attendance, and Standard 

VIII.C – Satisfactory Academic Progress discussed below.   
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3. Standard III-B: Financial Procedures 

 

The on-site visit report indicated that the institution did not control policy and procedures 

related to cancellations and refunds but was implementing written policy and procedures 

based on the terms and conditions of its host institution, James Madison University, which 

did not comply with the requirements of ACCET Document 31.ESL – Cancellation and 

Refund Policy.  The institution was directed to submit an updated and revised refund policy 

and supporting documentation to demonstrate effective implementation at the JMU location, 

to include revised refund calculations for all applicable students at the JMU campus since its 

initial grant of accreditation along with: (a) enrollment agreements; records of the students’ 

daily attendance; student ledger cards/payment and charge history; (d) refund calculation 

worksheets; and (e) proof of any refunds made, if applicable.  Additionally, the institution was 

directed to provide copies of the cancellation and refund policies for each Study Group 

campus to demonstrate compliance across the institution.   

 

In its response to the team report, the institution indicated that students enrolled at this 

campus were enrolled by JMU and were not Study Group Students.  In its interim report, the 

institution, contrary of its assertions in its response to the team report, submitted a revised 

cancellation and refund policy that it stated was applied to all Study Group students.  

However, the institution did not provide a narrative response and supporting documentation 

that effectively demonstrated its ability to establish and implement policy and procedures 

independent of its host institutions.  In addition, the revised cancellation and refund policy 

submitted with the institution’s Enrollment Agreements is non-compliant with ACCET 

Document 31.ESOL, Cancellation and Refund Policy, since it provides that students who 

withdraw are required to submit written notification to the Center Director and also states 

that the institution is not obligated to issue refunds to students who are terminated due to a 

violation of Study Group policy, or for a violation of local, state, or federal law.  Further, the 

Enrollment Agreement  provides that “all extra costs,” such as university fees, laboratory 

fees, rentals and any similar charges not included in the tuition price are non-refundable, 

without limiting charges other than tuition to materials distributed and attributable to the 

portion of the program attended by the student or to fees for services used by the student.   

 

The refund documentation submitted by the institution further to the Commission’s direction 

that the institution submit updated and revised refund calculations for all applicable students 

at the JMU campus since its initial grant of accreditation in August 2015 was not supported 

by a narrative update and was randomly organized with varying forms of labeling of files 

making a comprehensive review difficult.  None of the Enrollment Agreements submitted with 

the institution’s interim report were signed.  The refund calculation forms submitted by the 

institution did not include the name of the student, the last date of attendance, or the 

percentage of program completed.  By way of example, specific deficiencies in the 

documentation included the following: for the student D. Eleusizova, the Enrollment 

Agreement was unsigned; for the student Z. Shibo, the Enrollment Agreement was unsigned 

and the refund amount did not align with charges assessed to the student’s account; for the 
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student T. Long, the Enrollment Agreement was unsigned and no proof of refund was 

submitte; and for the student Mobeen, the Enrollment Agreement was unsigned, and no ledger 

or proof of refund was submitted.   

 

Therefore, the institution is directed to provide a narrative update to effectively 

demonstrate its ability to implement cancellation and refund policy and procedures, 

independent of its host institutions, that are compliant with ACCET Document 

31.ESOL – Cancellation and Refund Policy, with supporting documentation to include: 

(a) an updated and revised cancellation and refund policy compliant with all 

requirements of ACCET Document 31.ESOL; (b) documentation of all refunds issued 

to students at all of the institution’s approved locations since January 1, 2017 to include: 

(i) signed enrollment agreements; (ii) records of students’ daily attendance; (iii) student 

ledger cards/payment and charge history; (iv) refund calculation worksheets; and (v) 

proof of refunds, if applicable (e.g., cancelled checks, receipts showing create back to 

credit cards, wire transfers, etc.).   

 

Upon its review of the institution’s ledgers/statement of accounts in relation to the 

enrollment documents, the Commission further directed the institution to provide a 

narrative update, with supporting documentation, to demonstrate that it provides fee 

disclosures, prior to enrollment and included in the enrollment agreement signed by the 

student, for students subject to the host institution’s “comprehensive fee” and other 

charges, including student insurance, the orientation fee, the student services fee, meals, 

and StudyCare charges.  All charges must be itemized in the enrollment agreements 

consistent with ACCET Document 31.ESL Cancellation and Refund Policy.  To 

evidence implementation, the institution is directed to provide five new enrollment 

agreements and corresponding ledgers from JMU students.   

 

4. Standard VIII.B – Attendance and Standard VIII.C – Satisfactory Academic Progress 

 

The on-site visit report indicated that the institution did not systematically and effectively 

implement written policy and procedures related to attendance in accordance with ACCET 

Document 35 - Policy on Attendance Requirements, and specifically lacked “a method of 

tracking attendance, with readily-available documentation that permits third party inspection 

and validation on site.”  The on-site visit team report also indicated that the institution was 

unable to provide evidence of compliance with ACCET Document 18.IEP – Satisfactory 

Progress Policy, as it could not produce a documented learning plan for the student Y. Wan 

for the team’s review further to the requirement that “[a] documented learning plan must be 

prepared by the institution and available for those learners who are required to repeat a level 

more than once.”  The Commission’s August 2017 action directed the institution to provide a 

narrative update and supporting documentation related to these issues, to include any policy 

and procedure revisions regarding academic progress and attendance to ensure the accuracy 

and accessibility of its academic and attendance records, as well as evidence of trainings held 

as a result of revised policies. 
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The institution’s response to the team report indicated that the center staff at its JMU site did 

not complete the required documentation in accordance with its policy and procedures, that 

the institution planned to review its policy and procedures and conduct trainings for staff and 

faculty in July 2017, and provided blank copies of documented learning plans, but did not 

submit evidence of corrective actions with respect to policy and procedures related to tracking 

attendance or satisfactory academic progress.  In its interim report, the institution submitted 

documentation to demonstrate meetings to train staff on attendance and satisfactory academic 

progress and requirements, as well as copies of a blank “Academic Success Plan” for 

students failing classes by virtue of, among other reasons, poor attendance, health issues, 

poor study habits, and academic integrity violations.  However, the institution did not 

demonstrate that it had systematically or effectively implemented policy or procedures to 

comply with the requirements of ACCET Documents 35 or 18.ESOL.   

 

Therefore, the institution is directed to provide a narrative update and supporting 

documentation related to this issue, to include all policy and procedure revisions 

regarding academic progress and attendance to ensure the accuracy and accessibility of 

its academic and attendance records.  Further, the narrative update must include 

evidence of the systematic and effective implementation of policy and procedures over 

time at all locations, to include: (a) attendance documentation for the student files 

reviewed during the on-site visit; and (b) complete academic and attendance records for 

a sample of five students at each approved location.  

 

A copy of this report, including the attached interim report cover sheet, must be emailed to 

interimreports@accet.org for receipt at the ACCET office no later than March 2, 2018. 

 

Further, upon its review of the institution’s annual financial report, the Commission directed the 

institution to submit the following:  

 

1. Quarterly financial reporting, due within 30 days of the end of each quarter, to include a 

balance sheet, income statement, and signed statement by the CEO or CFO attesting to 

the truth and accuracy of the statements.  This reporting must be sent to frc@accet.org.  

2. A comprehensive narrative financial recovery plan identifying the steps taken to 

improve the institution’s financial condition, to include results of any actions taken as 

well as planned actions and expected impact. The plan must project a recovery 

timeframe and include quarterly revenue and expense projections for 2018. 

 

As a reminder, please be advised that late submission and receipt of documents and reports are subject 

to significant late fees in accordance with Commission policy.  These fees are outlined in ACCET 

Document 10, which can be found at www.accet.org. 

 

Further, while under a Show Cause directive, the institution is restricted from making any substantive 

changes including, but not limited to, new programs, major program revisions, new branch campuses 

or other new sites, or relocations out of the general market area. 

 

file://///ACCET01/Company/Commission%20Action%20Letters/December%202017/Drafts/interimreports@accet.org%20
mailto:frc@accet.org
file:///C:/Users/Christina/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/INetCache/Content.Outlook/G9AGXN1V/www.accet.org


Study Group: Higher Education North America 

December 22, 2017 

Page 7 of 7 

Your demonstrated capabilities and commitment in support of the institution’s accredited status are 

essential to a favorable outcome in this process.  The institution is encouraged to consider the 

appropriateness of maintaining ACCET accreditation if the institution’s operational structure does not 

align with the requirements of ACCET standards. Should you have any questions or need further 

assistance regarding this letter, please contact the ACCET office at your earliest opportunity. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 
 

William V. Larkin, Ed.D. 

Executive Director 

 

WVL/jbd 

 

Enclosures: Interim Report Cover Sheet 

 

CC: Mr. Herman Bounds, Chief, Accreditation Division, US ED (aslrecordsmanager@ed.gov) 

Ms. Katherine H. Westerlund, Certification Chief, SEVP, 

(katherine.h.westerlund@ice.dhs.gov) 

Ms. Rachel Canty, Director of External Operations, SEVP (rachel.e.canty@ice.dhs.gov) 

Ms. Ruth A. Singer, Supervisor of Educational Programs, NYSED Bureau of Proprietary 

School Supervision, (ruth.singer@nysed.gov) 

 Mr. James Doran, Chair – Branching Review Committee, ACCET (jdoran@accet.org)

 


